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I.WELCOME AND OPENING REMARKS

Judge Roger Kaufman, Chair, called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m.  He welcomed everyone
and acknowledged new members and guests.  All those present introduced themselves.

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - December 8, 2000

The minutes from the December 8, 2000 meeting were previously mailed out.  Revised minutes
were included in the mailing for the current meeting.

MOTION: To approve the revised minutes for the December 8, 2000 meeting as
distributed.  Seconded and passed.   COSC-01-001
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III. NEW BUSINESS ITEMS

A. Legislative Updates

David Sands and George Diaz, Jr., Legislative Officers from the Administrative Office of the
Courts (AOC), prepared a summary sheet of AJC’s 2001 Legislative Package.  A handout was
provided to members.  

David advised the Committee that the 45th Legislature was in the 61st day of the 1st regular session
and, to date, seven bills have passed.  David informed members that this was the last week to hear
bills which originated in the house.  Consequently, if the committee chair to which a bill is assigned
chooses not to hear the bill then it will “die.”  David warned this is the time when a number of
strikeout bills are introduced and the courts should remain vigilant in their tracking efforts to ensure
the judicial department’s interests are protected.

David and George provided information on the following legislative issues:

Drug Court; Appropriation (SB 1083 / HB 2270) - George explained there were two identical
bills for this legislative proposal.  The senate version moved through the Judiciary Committee
unanimously.  Unfortunately, it was “stonewalled” when it went before the senate appropriation
committee.

Alternatively, while the house version passed through its judiciary committee unanimously, unlike
the senate version, it also passed through the House Appropriations Committee.  George
explained this would not have occurred without the assistance of Representative Voss who
amended the appropriation in order to garner support needed.  If passed, this bill would
appropriate $5.3 million from the state general fund for fiscal years 2002 and 2003 to fund drug
court and DUI programs and to provide drug treatment services to participants statewide. 

The question was raised whether or not any changes had been made to original legislative proposal
to include counties without drug courts.  George indicated that counties interested in implementing
drug courts had been included in the second year of funding.

Adult Criminal Interstate Supervision (SB1008) - George explained this bill would repeal the
1937 Interstate Compact for Supervision of Parolees and Probationers and replace it with the
newly promulgated Interstate Compact for the Supervision of Adult Offenders.  George advised
Committee members there are those in the legislative community that feel the rule and bylaw
contradicts our state constitution and subsequently effects state rights.  Ultimately, this debate may
kill the bill.

Chief Stiles asked for clarification regarding how many states must adopt the compact.  George
informed the group that thirteen states had adopted the Compact to date, however, thirty-five
states need to adopt it before the end of the year for the rules to become effective and binding.

Time Payment Fee Extension (SB 1007) - This bill continues in effect the twenty-dollar fee
presently assessed against each person who pays a court ordered penalty, fine, or sanction on a
time payment basis.  David indicated the bill is ready for a third reading in the House and that he
was confident it would be passed.  It will then be sent to the Governor for signature.  Alternatively,
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although David advised committee members this bill will pass, it is time limited and the fee is
continued in effect only until December 31, 2003.  

Probation Officer Pay (HB 2271) - Proposed a supplemental appropriation of $5,828,100 from
the state general fund to offset a budget shortfall for the state-funded share of probation officer
salaries.  George explained to the Committee that when Chief Probation Officers realized their
financial situations, in order to have a contingency plan, they went into “survival mode.”  Due to the
Chief’s successful efforts, after the bill was introduced, it was discovered there was no longer a
crisis and the money requested was no longer needed.  Accordingly, the bill was withdrawn.
George did express concern that this could have a long term negative effect on future judiciary
funding requests made to the legislature.  Ultimately, if we were able to solve our financial situation
before we should be able to do so again.

Children’s Mental Health Services (SB 1041; HB 2246) - David explained this bill makes
improvements to comprehensive legislation enacted in 2000 as part of the judicial branch’s
legislative package.  It includes revised procedures for ordering residential treatment services for a
child exhibiting behavior indicating mental disorder and specifies placement must be supported by
a written evaluation.  David indicated that duplicate bills had been opened for this legislation and
that the Senate version had passed.  Additionally, David reported that although the House version
had been held up temporarily, it was also moving again.  

Authorized Bail Payment (SB 1002; HB 2274) - David indicated this bill was submitted by the
Clerk’s Association.  The bill clarifies statutes that in addition to bondsmen, sheriffs and/or jail
keepers must accept appropriate bail funds from any person.  The House bill was substituted for
the identical Senate version and passed 28-2.  The bill has been signed by the Governor. (Chapter
2, laws of 2001)

Adult Adoption ( HB 2276) - Relocates the statute pertaining to adult adoption (A.R.S. §8-132)
from title 8 (Children) to title 14 (Trusts, Estates, and Protective Proceedings).  David advised the
Committee this bill was also put forward by the Clerk’s.  The Senate passed the bill 30-0 and was
signed by the Governor on March 6.  (Chapter 6, laws of 2001)

Write-off of Uncollectible Debts ( HB2275) - The clerk of the superior court is now authorized
to remove a debt from its accounting system if the debtor has been billed at least four times, the
debt has been submitted to a collection agency, the Revenue Department has been notified (it can
withhold tax refunds to satisfy such debt) and other conditions are met.  David indicated this bill
passed the Senate 30-0 and was signed by the Governor earlier in the week.  (Chapter 5, laws of
2001)

Juror Pay (SB 1009; HB 2276) - If passed would increase the daily pay for jurors in the
superior court and limited jurisdiction courts.  George pointed out to the Committee similar
proposals have been submitted a number of times in the past without much success.  For instance, 
last year the proposal did not get a hearing.  Alternatively, this year the bill is continuing to move
through the process.

George reported SB1009 went through the Senate Judiciary Committee unamended at $50,
however, when it went to the Committee of the Whole (COW) it was amended to stipulate that
$12 will be the minimum amount that counties and cities must pay jurors.  George explained this
gives counties and cities permission to increase juror pay in their jurisdiction if they so choose. The
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bill is now in the house and awaiting a hearing.  George indicated the AOC has requested this
version be put on hold until a decision is made on the House versions pending review. 

Alternatively, although HB2276 failed in its original form it was sent back for review in hope of
working out a compromise with the County Board of Supervisors.  George further explained that
when it was brought back, it was passed with two different amendments. 

The House County and Municipalities Committee Compromise

• Payment of $45 to only those not paid by their employer or those who would lose wages
(excluding homemakers, students, and retirees); 

• No pay for the first day; and,
• Everyone would receive reimbursement for mileage (also includes permissive language

allowing for reimbursement for miscellaneous expenses such as parking and lunch).

House Judiciary Committee Compromise
• Increased juror pay to no less than $20.

According to George, the two House versions are scheduled to go before COW.  At this time
legislators will select one choice and then vote.  The approved version then will move to the
Senate where there will be yet another opportunity to amend the bill on the floor.  George advised
the Committee that the AOC was endorsing the proposal made by the House County and
Municipalities Committee.  

Fee Deferral and Waiver (HB 2085) - Amends the statute (A.R.S. §12-302) regarding waiver
and deferral of court fees and costs to clarify terminology, conform to court procedures and
address constitutional concerns.  David advised the Committee they were not experiencing any
problems with this bill and it was ready for the Senate.

Judges and Elected Officials Salaries (HR2003) - Disapproves all the governor’s salary
recommendations for judges, court clerks and state executive officers.  The recommendations
(current salaries in parentheses) are:  chief justice $133, 025 ($129,150), associate justice
$130,321 ($126,525), court of appeals judge $127,617 ($123,900), superior court judge
$124,373 ($120,750), governor $107,350 ($95,000), treasurer $79,100 ($70,000),
superintendent of public instruction $96,050 ($85,000), mine inspector $56,500 ($50,000),
Maricopa and Pima court clerk $67,800 ($60,000) and other county clerk $56,500 ($50,000). 

David advised members that the bill was moving through the House, however, may not get to the
floor. 

Supreme Court Jurisdiction; Victim Rights (HCR 2013) - Refers to the voters on the general
election ballot of 2002 a state constitutional amendment that:  allows the Legislature or by the
people via initiative or referendum to repeal or amend procedural and evidentiary rules adopted by
the Supreme Court; and, provides that the Supreme Court may not infringe on the authority of the
Legislature or the people to enact laws that protect the rights of crime victims or carry out any
other matter under the constitution.

George informed the Committee that this effort by legislature to usurp the Supreme Court’s rule
making authority was successfully defeated.
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Probation Officers; Firearms (HB 2399) - Allows adult probation officers or surveillance
officers who supervise an active caseload to carry a firearm on duty for protecting the officer from
death or serious bodily harm while on duty.  Bill includes training requirements, as well as
procedures for management to deny an officer the right to be armed on duty.  Establishes the
probation system task force to research the relationship between probation departments and
various court offices, and to examine probation department responsibility and accountability, pay
and benefits, and firearms issues. 

George indicated that it was unlikely this bill would meet the deadline of being heard by the
committee to which it was assigned.  This is necessary in order for the bill to move through the
process in its original form.  Judge Kaufman indicated it was his understanding what was being
proposed has been done in Pima county for years.  Don Stiles, Chief Probation Officer for Pima
County, responded indicating officers do carry arms but not in the manner provided for in the
proposed legislation.  Don explained that the main difference between the legislation and Pima
county’s practices is the current bill allows the officer to make the decision whether or not to carry
a firearm, not administration or the presiding judge.  Alternatively, in Tucson, all requests to carry a
firearm must go through Don. In addition, more extensive training is required by Pima county than
what has been put forward in the bill.

Judge Dawson inquired what the position of the AOC was regarding this matter.  George indicated
the authority for this matter lies with the counties, however, he suggested to members that the
judiciary needs to come up with their own version to address issue in the future as it is not likely to
go away. 

DNA Testing; Felony Offenders (SB1171) - Provision in the code on prisons and prisoners for
DNA testing is repealed.  List of offenses for which an individual is subject to DNA testing
provided in the criminal code is expanded to include persons who have violated or attempted to
violate any of a list of felony offenses, sexual exploitation of minors, assault, robbery, burglary,
criminal trespass, arson, kidnaping and homicide.  This proposal further specifies that persons
required to be tested must pay $150 for the testing; blood samples may only be used for specified
court and law enforcement purposes; extends the time limit for jails or the correction’s department
to secure a blood sample; and, if a conviction is overturned, the court must order the DNA profile
to be expunged.  

George and David are both working closely with Don Stiles and Pima County on addressing issues
raised by this legislation.  As DNA testing would not be permissive, George asked members what
they thought the impact of supporting this bill would have on the judiciary.  Specifically, will the
court have problems enforcing the fine.

It was discussed briefly whether this would be self-defeating legislation since courts already have
problems enforcing payment of surcharges and fines ordered.  It was determined that the
Committee should discuss this issue more in depth.

 



6

B. Administrative Code Review/Comment/Approval

Nancy Swetnam, Director, Certification and Licensing Division, AOC, presented the Arizona
Judicial Code of Administration (AJCA) for Standard Court Reporters.  Nancy indicated the
proposed code section for standard certification incorporates the statutory requirement for testing
and demonstration of proficiency, however, at the request of Chief Justice Zlaket and Vice Chief
Justice Jones no grand fathering clause was included.  Nancy reported the Board of Certified
Court Reporters had considered and heard several options for proficiency requirements and
rejected them offering instead their own recommendations.  For example, although not unanimous,
the majority of the Board felt three years experience and three letters of recommendation were
sufficient to satisfy the proficiency requirement. 

Judith Connell, Arizona Court Reporters Association, testified that Association members support
the rule change with the inclusion of a provision allowing three years experience and three letters of
recommendation to serve as an alternate means of demonstrating proficiency.  Judith however did
indicate the Association is open to compromise and suggested allowing court reporters three to
five years to pass the Registered Professional Reporter (RPR) test; arguing one year simply was
not adequate to obtain certification since the test is only offered two times a year. 

Although members concurred with the recommendation to extend the requirement of passing RPR
to three years, there were concerns voiced that the three recommendation letters suggested by the
Association may not sufficiently reflect a reporter’s abilities.  Some members also voiced concern
that the shortage of court reporters in rural counties could be adversely impacted by lack of a
grand fathering clause in the code.  Moreover, others felt interim steps for passing the test should
be included in the code to hold court reporters accountable for meeting any proposed extension
offered by the Committee.

Judge Cindy Jorgenson requested input from Sandra Markham, Board of Certified Court
Reporters, regarding whether a competent court reporter should be able to pass the RPR,
especially if given in legs.  Additionally, Judge Jorgenson wanted to know if the Committee would
be eliminating qualified court reporters from working in the system if they could not pass the RPR.  

Sandra informed the Committee in October she sent out a letter to all court reporters encouraging
them to take the RPR.  However, because a certain segment of Arizona court reporters simply will
not take the RPR unless it is deemed the standard, she implored members to make sure any
motion made by the Committee have specificity regarding time limits.

Copies of testimonial letters from five different court reporters in favor of including some type of
grandfather clause in the code were provided to members by Judge Kirby Kongable.  Judge
Kongable requested members review the letters and subsequently shared examples of the possible
impact of the code section on court reporters in Yuma County.  Finally, he suggested working on a
compromise incorporating a certain number of years experience counting for the proficiency
requirement blended with the suggested three years to pass the RPR for others.  

Next, Judith Connell provided a brief history of the legislative process.  Judith stated at the
beginning of the process, prior to defining “alternative means of proficiency,” there were legislators
who were prepared to present amendments which would have specifically added a grandfather
clause to the proposed legislation.  As Nancy Swetnam indicated that the court would not support
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any type of grandfather clause, Judith met with several legislators in order to get the legislation to
pass.  She went on to explain she assured these legislators that the alternative demonstration of
proficiency clause included in the bill would allow the Board to come up with a reasonable
alternative and, therefore, would not put people out of work. Judith again encouraged members to
consider establishing some type of grandfather clause for those with a predetermined number of
years of experience blended with a specified time requirement in which to pass the RPR.  

A discussion followed around the issue of extending time to obtain RPR certification.  There were
a few attempts at making a motion on this issue that resulted in the following: 

MOTION: Recommend, due to Arizona’s current shortage of Court Reporters, a
blanket finding be made that the state has extenuating circumstances
meriting an extension of the standard certification deadline. Following,
the committee supports adoption of the proposed Court Reporter
Standard Certification Code, Part 7, Chapter 2, Section 7-206, of the
Arizona Code of Judicial Administration, with an amendment to
provide a three-year extension for those court reporters who have
practiced actively for at least three years.  This extension will be
computed from the date of the Administrative Order approving the
code section.  Those who qualify for an extension of the statutory
deadline will have three years in which to obtain registered
professional reporter (RPR) certification with the stipulation they pass
one leg of skills portion of the test by December 31, 2002.  Motion
seconded.  Motion passed.  22-1-0.  COSC-01-002

Nancy Swetnam next presented the ACJA for Temporary Court Reporters.  Nancy indicated
changes that were made were technical in nature and reflected statutory amendments made during
the 2000 legislative session.  Additionally, there were changes made to conform to formatting
guidelines of Arizona Judicial Code of Administration. 

Gary Krcmarik asked whether or not the Code of Ethics for Temporary Court Reporters (i.e.,
Standard #5) was adopted unanimously.  Sandra Markham indicated “yes, it was.”  Nancy added
that the Board planned to recommend to AJC the following clarifying language be adopted under
this section, “an official court reporter may engage in freelance reporting only if the following
criteria are met . . . ”  Judge Weaver requested that the language under Standard 5a(2) read
“must have approval.”  Nancy suggested changing it to read “shall have” and Judge Weaver
agreed this would be acceptable.

MOTION: Motion made and seconded that the code be adopted with suggested
changes.  Motion passed unanimously.  COSC-01-21

Due to time constraints, at approximately 11:45 a.m., Judge Kaufman called for a reassessment
of agenda items.  Following a brief discussion, it was determined Judge Armstrong should
present his information to group before lunch break rather than continue with remaining
scheduled Administrative Code Reviews. 
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C. Revision to Child Support Guidelines (Uninsured Medical Section) 

Judge Armstrong provided briefing on the recent technical change to guidelines recommended by
the Child Support Coordinating Council Subcommittee.  Judge Armstrong explained the revision
does not effect child support calculations rather it deals with the assignment of responsibility for
uninsured dental and medical expenses.  Specifically, the Council recommends that responsibility
for non-covered medical and dental costs be assigned to the parents as done under the previous
guidelines (i.e., determined by % of income), without regard or reference to the first $250 per
year, per child. 

Judge Armstrong explained the reason for the revision is that the guideline formula and example
adopted in 2000 for apportioning responsibility for the $250 are confusing and subject to multiple
interpretations. This clarification is intended to provide guidance to the courts and the parties.
Judge Armstrong indicated most judges that have studied the revision support it.

MOTION: Recommend revise Guidelines 8.a. as soon as practicable by deleting
all language in the fourth paragraph of Guideline 8.a. after
“Publication 502,” together with the example that compromises all of
the fifth paragraph of Guideline 8.a.  Motion seconded and
unanimously passed.   COSC-01-003

Judge Armstrong left the meeting following the vote.

Break for Lunch

During the luncheon break, Judge Kaufman, Chair, requested members review the excerpt of
minutes from September 14 Strategic Planning meeting, December 8th minutes regarding Role
and Function of the Court and, in addition, the comments from members regarding the Role of
the Court discussion.

Next, Judge Kaufman announced that Committee member, Judge Bill O’Neil, had been involved
in a serious accident.  He informed the group he had been released from the hospital and was
currently in a step down facility.  Judge Kaufman indicated he had his contact number or
members could contact his Judicial Assistant, Charlene for more information. He encouraged
members to offer support and, if inclined, assistance with Judge O’Neil’s calendar.

Administrative Code Review/Comment/Approval (B. continued)

Following the lunch break, Paula Davey, Court Specialist, Court Services Division, AOC,
presented the ACJA for Judicial Collection Enhancement.  Paula explained the proposed code is
primarily a reformatting of Administrative Order 90-19, merely changing the language from passive
to active voice.  Although there were no significant changes to the original order, Paula indicated
sections D3 and 4 are new to the code.  She informed members these changes are standard
components of the funding agreements signed by courts that receive Judicial Collection
Enhancement Funds (JCEF).

MOTION: Motion made and seconded that the code be adopted as changed.
Motion passed unanimously.   COSC-01-004
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Next, Dennis Metrick, AOC Court Projects Unit Program Manager, presented the ACJA Section
3-301:  Standards.  Dennis indicated this proposed code section was simply a straight codification
of Administrative Order 95-4 which adopted the National Probate Court Standards to govern
probate cases in the Superior Court.  The Standards were first published in 1993 and were
intended to serve as a useful aid to probate judges, probate practitioners, probate court staff and
others interested in probate law and probate court practice and procedures.

Dennis informed members the National Probate Standards had been revised since the first edition
was published in 1993, however, according to Dennis the only change was fairly innocuous
involving the expansion of one area related to Interstate Guardianship.  Specifically, Standard
3.1.8 (Interstate Compacts and Cooperation) which urges probate courts to share relevant
information when parties subject to guardianship leave the original jurisdiction.  Dennis explained,
the publication date would be revised in the final version of the code to accurately reflect this
change. 

Dennis explained to members the difference between a code section and an administrative order is
based on the level of importance of the content.  Code sections are designated for permanent
policy or procedural matters.  Administrative orders are utilized for appointments or temporary
matters. Dennis encouraged the group to discuss briefly whether or not the Court is really using
these standards before taking a vote to include, or not include, the proposed code in the ACJA.  
Judge Warner recommended the proposed section be included in the code as it would be easier to
locate the information and would provide better notice to interested parties.

MOTION: Motion made and seconded that the code be adopted.  Motion passed
unanimously.   COSC-01-005

D. Post Trial Judge/Jury Contact 

Judge Kaufman briefly covered some of the pros and cons of the practice post trial judge/jury
contact and the associated ethical concerns utilizing this practice in criminal cases.  Judge Kaufman
pointed out that there are many judges who have given this topic a great deal of thought and feel
the practice should be encouraged whereas there are others who have raised questions about the
practice.  Following his overview, Judge Kaufman turned over facilitation of the discussion to
Judge Fred Newton.

Judge Newton began by referring members to the recent article on the subject included in the pre-
meeting mailing.  Judge Newton indicated he felt the issue of appropriateness of post trial
judge/jury contact may be of more significance to judges in rural counties because of the practical
reason that rural judges are elected and, consequently, jurors are also their constituents.  Judge
Newton expressed concern that unless the Court receives an ethical opinion regarding what type
of contact, if any, is appropriate during post trial judge/jury contact inevitably a case in which a
judge is charged with inappropriate ex parte communications will be brought before the Court for
review. 

Judge Kaufman indicated Maricopa’s practice, referenced in the article provided in the pre-
meeting mailing, predated Judge Dann’s jury service improvement movement.  He explained the
intent of Maricopa’s practice was to improve public relations, express appreciation to jurors
and/or, in some extreme circumstances, offer a type of psychological counseling to jurors.



10

Furthermore, Judge Kaufman clarified although the practice of post trial judge/jury contact was not
the policy of the Court, as suggested in the article, its use was encouraged. 

Judge Warner indicated she felt the issue was important and recommended the agenda item be set
for another meeting in order to carry out a more in-depth discussion.  Accordingly, Judge
Kaufman requested Theresa Barrett allocate a minimum of 45 minutes for the subject of post
trial/jury on the winter meeting agenda. In the interim, Judge Kaufman suggested several different
approaches for members to consider:

• Don’t talk,
• Talk only in civil cases,
• Talk only in presence of a court reporter, or;
• Talk only in presence of a court reporter and all counsel.

Dennis Metrick announced that recently, as a result of Jury Summit 2001, Chief Justice Zlaket
called for a meeting to look at ways to improve jury service in Arizona.  He suggested if a
committee/workgroup was developed at this upcoming meeting perhaps this issue could be
presented to it for further review and recommendations.  Judge Kaufman, Judge Newton, Judge
Holt, Judge Leonardo and Judge Warner all volunteered to serve on such a committee/workgroup. 
Dennis indicated he would keep the Committee posted on the results of the meeting and
encouraged members to continue to think about the issue.

Judge Warner left the meeting following the discussion.

E. Minute Entry Reform Workgroup Report

Denise Lundin, Clerk of the Court for Cochise County, indicated that although the workgroup
formed to address reforming minute entries does have diverse representation (i.e., clerks, judicial
assistants, attorneys, judges, as well as appellate representation), the judges who are members of
the workgroup are worried that their opinions/experiences may not be representative of all judges. 
Therefore, in order to ensure all issues and eventual outcomes receive the widest distribution
possible the group would be counting on Committee members for feedback. As a fellow
workgroup member, Judge Dawson, also expressed his desire to get more input from those
outside the workgroup when establishing future protocols. 

Next, Ted Wilson, AOC staff to the Minute Entry Reform Workgroup presented the results of the
workgroup’s electronic survey sent out in December of 2000.  Ted indicated the survey was sent
to superior court clerks, judges, administrators, staff attorneys (Supreme and Court of Appeals)
and others identified as being interested in the process. 

Ted quickly went over survey questions and referred members to meeting handouts.  Ted informed
the group after reviewing the 43 responses the workgroup observed the following:

• Definition of a minute entry/minute order:  Basically interchangeable terms with the exception
that a minute order is endorsed or “signed” by a judicial officer.  

• General purposes for which minute entries required:  Minute entries are used for everything
from hearing notices to recording of proceedings.  Examples of general purposes include: 
serves as a reminder of a prior proceeding and reflects the reason for issued orders; used as
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a formal order by attorneys; created when a proposed order is submitted with a motion; and,
in one court, a minute entry is created for every event scheduled.

• Preparation of minute entries are handled by:  The most common response was the court
room clerk or clerk’s office.  However, some minute entries are prepared by judicial
assistants and in a few cases by court administration. 

• Suggestions for change:  A number of comments indicated the need for developing uniform
minute entries.  Equally important to survey participants was the greater use of forms and
requiring attorneys to prepare a proposed order when filing motions.  This would negate the
need for a minute entry.  Additionally, other suggestions included using the register of actions
to docket courtroom case log and preparing a minute entry only for open court or in
chambers hearings and rulings.  Alternatively, some respondents suggested no change was
necessary.

• Types of documents currently titled minute entry which could be titled something else:  
Notice, notice of hearing or scheduled proceeding; an order; a decision; and, a ruling.

• Negative consequences of eliminating minute entries:  Some respondents indicated minute
entries assist them in case management. Therefore, to the degree they are utilized in a court’s
case management efforts their elimination would remove this resource. Reduction of
institutional memory was also sited as a negative consequence of eliminating minute entries. 
Additionally, some respondents felt elimination of minute entries would cause confusion
between counsel and the court about what was said and done. 

• Benefits to eliminating minute entries:  The most common response was that if minute entries
were eliminated it would allow more time for staff to do other work. Others indicated it
would result in less paperwork, staff savings, and lower duplicating and postage costs. 
Additionally, it was noted that case files would be less cumbersome if minute entries were
eliminated.

• Processes suggested to replace minute entries:  Preprinted forms, formal orders prepared by
attorneys, judges take notes, and greater use of computer databases or video/audio
recordings.

Denise Lundin indicated the workgroup still had a lot of work to do prior to making any
recommendations.  First, they plan to review Maricopa’s work in this area in order to identify
changes implemented in Maricopa which could be recommended for implementation on a
statewide basis.  Additionally, the workgroup has compiled all the rules in which minute entries are
referenced and plans to review each rule to assess how it fits into the current court process and
then discuss how it would fit into the workgroup’s recommendations for reform. 

Judge Dawson indicated the workgroup is scheduled to meet again on April 6 and probably one
more time before the Committee’s next meeting.  Judge Kaufman thanked the workgroup for their
hard work.
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F. Reaffirm Strategic Priorities & Role of the Court Follow-up Discussion

In preparation for the strategic planning session which AJC will be conducting in early June,
Christine Powell, AOC Strategic Planner, requested that members identify 2-3 important issues
which they felt should be considered when developing the strategic plan for 2003 and beyond. As
there are many important issues facing the courts in coming years, Christine advised members she
felt that the judicial committees/commissions were in the best position to articulate those issues to
AJC.  Finally, she emphasized this was the Committee’s opportunity to sell its proposals to AJC
as those issues of the greatest importance by delineating the impact of the issues on the courts and
subsequent consequences if they are not addressed. 

Judge Kaufman interjected at this point in order to address a misinterpretation made when
rephrasing the Committee’s priorities.  Specifically, the Committee’s top strategic planning priority
was not focused on developing a plan for drug courts exclusively, but rather the discussion had
focused on how to formulate a comprehensive plan for all substance abusers in court (i.e., alcohol
and drugs).

Next, Dennis Metrick, AOC Court Projects Unit Program Manager, acknowledged Judge
Kaufman’s comments and set the stage for the group’s discussion.  Dennis achieved this by
comparing and contrasting the outcome of the Committee’s strategic planning session in
September with their discussion about the role of the court conducted at the December 8th

meeting.  Dennis suggested that while the Committee had spent a considerable amount of time
debating the notion of therapeutic courts versus the traditional role of the courts, ultimately, the
consensus appeared to be a balanced viewpoint.  Ultimately, members did not reject therapeutic
courts, however, they also recognized we cannot put all our emphasis on these approaches. 

Judge Kaufman facilitated further discussion by soliciting input from new members with different
views and posing additional questions to generate group participation.  The following is a summary
of the comments made by members regarding each priority.

PRIORITY:  Need to develop a coherent, comprehensive plan for dealing with
drug/alcohol dependent and mentally ill defendants.

• Concern was voiced about concentrating too much on getting budgets for drug courts.  It was
argued if, in an attempt to give the perception we are dealing with the drug problem, we cut
out funds from our budget and get the legislature and public to focus just on drug courts as
the solution, we simply are not being honest.  In reality only a small number of defendants
which come through the criminal courts are actually enrolled in drug court.  Consequently,
most individuals in the system with drug/alcohol problems are being denied the same level of
treatment as drug court participants.  Ultimately, the problem is larger than what we can deal
within the drug court forum. Therefore, it would be more forthright than our current posture to
simply provide funds to all individuals in need of drug or mental health treatment.

• Although drug courts are effective programs we must also acknowledge we can not be the
treatment modality for the community.  Since we only have the hammer in criminal court, our
problem is how to touch individuals with substance abuse problems in civil and domestic
relations cases.  
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• Frustration was voiced about what the Committee could do about the drug problem.   As a
result, many members questioned whether or not this should be the Committee’s top priority. 

• Whether or not there is a solution to the drug problem, it was pointed out the Courts still need
to contribute their perspective to the public debate on the issue.  It is important for the
judiciary to make the public aware of the impact substance abuse is having on court system
so they can adjust their expectations of the court.

• It was argued there is not a solution to the problem within the court system alone.
Consequently, the suggestion was made that the court partner with other public and private
agencies to develop solutions to drug, alcohol and mental illness problems in our society.

Approximately 2:10 p.m., Charles Wirken left the meeting.  Prior to his departure, Charles
indicated his top priority would be to combine strategic items D. and K.

Marcus Reinkensmeyer asked for clarification whether or not the Committee was required to
prioritize their issues or if they could just give the top three.  Christine Powell indicated for her
purposes she only required the group’s top three issues.  Judge Kaufman called for a vote on
whether this issue was one of the Committee’s top three priorities.  The Committee voted
unanimously to include.  

PRIORITY:  Need to simplify and expedite court processes throughout the system, with
special emphasis on Family Law cases.

• On the national level the issues of access, equal and fair justice and simplifying processes
continue to be top priorities.  Therefore, attention to this issue is necessary to promote public
trust and confidence. 

• This is the central purpose of the court and an issue we can do something about.

• Courts should seek innovative ways to expedite cases while balancing the rights of the
litigants to have their day in court.

• We need to make sure to keep a focus on children.  The two main indicators for children
who will commit crimes in the future and which evoke a poor prognosis are:  high conflict
parents or difficult economic circumstances.  Therefore, the court needs to respond to these
cases quickly.

Judge Kaufman polled members to see if the Committee wanted to forward this issue as one of it’s
top priorities.  The Committee voted unanimously to include. 

Approximately 2:20 p.m.,  Judge Armstrong returned.  Judge Leonardo, Judge Jorgenson and
Judge Lewis departed. 

PRIORITY:  Need to recruit and retain quality court staff and provide comprehensive
training and education for staff and judges.

• This is a very important issue.  If we cannot compensate people properly then we are not
going to be able to recruit and retain staff. 
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• While it was agreed we need to focus on recruiting highly qualified staff, there is also the need
to have a greater use of technology in the courts.

• We need to build the capacity to deal with our growing workload.

• Training is critical.  No matter what technology is employed, unless staff are properly trained
and know how to use that technology it is not cost effective and will not improve efficiency of
operations.

Prior to a vote being taken Don Stiles departed.

Members still present voted unanimously to include this issue as a top priority. 

In closing, Dennis Metrick suggested at the Committee’s winter meeting members take a look at
the new strategic plan and identify any items they could adopt as goals and provide
recommendations to affect change.  Dennis also provided the following suggestions for further
discussion:  juror treatment, fee-based funding and state funding, expansion of merit selection
judges, putting probation under the executive branch and the role and function of the court from a
societal perspective.

Judge Kaufman requested members send issues and topics for discussion at the winter meeting to
him for consideration.  Additionally, he asked that a draft of the Strategic Planning Initiatives report
be circulated to members for comment prior to the final submission to AJC.

V. INFORMATION ITEMS

Theresa Barrett, Court Specialist, AOC, prepared a handout for the committee regarding the
Committee on Superior Court website that recently “went live” thanks to the hard work of Helen
Tallent.  Theresa explained briefly how to access the website to members; first via the supreme
court site and then via the intranet.  Theresa encouraged members to check out the site and
provide feedback. 

Other information items presented to members include:  alternate parking available to visitors at the
State Courts Building during DOA construction, Notice of Erratum- Criminal Processing Rule
4.2(a) and the state mileage rate increase.

VI. SCHEDULE NEXT MEETING DATE/PLACE 

The next meeting will be held in Phoenix on Friday, September 14, 2001 at 9:30 A.M.
Theresa Barrett will provide the Committee with information on the location and hotel
accommodations once the location is determined. 

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 2:50 p.m.


